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The  Honorable  Charlie  Rose 
Chairman 

Joint  Committee  on  Printing 
House  of  Representatives 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 


On  P’ebruary  12,  1991,  you  reoucsted  fha’^  've  review  the  Hepartment  of 
Defense's  (dod)  plans  to  consolidate  the  Army's,  Air  Force's  and  the 
Defense  Logistics  Agency’s  (di,a)  printing  and  duplicating  functions  into 
the  Navy  Publishing  and  Printing  Service  (M’l>s).  Specifically,  you 
requested  that  we  determine  (1)  the  validity  of  the  savings  estimate,  (2) 
where  and  how  the  savings  are  expected  to  be  achieved,  (3)  whether 
comparable  savings  can  be  achieved  without  consolidation  under  one 
.service,  (4)  what  plants  and  operations  will  be  eliminated  or  reduced,  (5) 
the  impact  on  printing  procured  through  the  Government  Printing  Office 
(Gi'O),  (6)  what  equipment  will  be  bo\ight  to  implement  the  consolidation, 
and  (7)  the  pros  and  cons  of  the  con.solidation  plans. 

As  we  discussed  with  your  staff  on  June  24,  1991,  [K)D  has  not  com¬ 
pleted  its  current  consolidation  study  and  will  not  provide  us  with  pre¬ 
liminary  study  reports  and  supporting  documentation  until  final 
decisions  and  necessary  concurrences  have  been  obtained.  Therefore, 
our  ability  to  provide  specific  answers  to  your  questions  within  the  time 
frame  specified  by  your  staff  is  limited  at  this  time.  We  have,  however, 
obtained  preliminary  information  that  raises  additional  issues  and  ques¬ 
tions  for  congressional  review. 


Background 


While  all  the  services  and  i)1.a  have  their  own  printing  and  duplicating 
functions,  the  Navy  is  the  only  service  that  centrally  manages  most  of 
these  functions  through  its  MM’S  Management  Office.  It  uses  an  industri¬ 
ally  funded  financial  .structure  in  which  one  standard  price  is  applied 
for  printing  and  duplicating  services  regardless  of  where  they  are 
obtained  within  NCI’s,  and  all  such  services  are  performed  on  a  reimburs¬ 
able  basis.  The  other  services’  and  di,a’.s  financial  operations,  on  the 
other  hand,  are  directly  supported  by  appropriated  funds,  and  their 
printing  plants  and  duplicating  operations  are  under  t  he  control  of  local 
commands. 
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Results  in  Brief 


0  1  November  1(),  1990,  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  approved  a 
Defense  Management  Report  Decision  that  called  for  the  consolidation  of 
all  ix)n  printing  and  duplicating  services  under  mm’s.  Sri’s  would  serve  as 
file  single  iKH)  manager.  In  accordance  with  this  decision,  ikid  plans  to 
implement  this  consolidation  by  October  1.  1991. 

The  savings  e.stimated  from  the  consolidation  decision  was  expected  to 
be  approximately  $25  million  annually.  However,  officials  from  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (osn)  and  the  military  services  qties- 
ii(<iied  the  savings  estimate  and  the  methodology  used  by  the  ihid  Comp¬ 
troller’s  office.  As  a  result,  the  Navy  was  tasked  by  the  osn  Director  of 
Admini.stration  and  Management  on  February  15.  1991,  to  conduct  an 
implementation  study  to  validate  the  accuracy  of  the  savings  estimate. 
Specifically,  the  study,  which  was  oi'iginaliy  scheduled  to  be  completed 
by  May  1991,  was  to  ( 1 )  determine  the  amount  of  funds  saved  and  the 
number  of  people  to  be  affected  by  the  consolidation  and  (2)  identify  the 
organizations  and  functions  to  be  included  in  the  new’  structure. 

As  of  July  26,  1991,  the  Navy’s  study  was  .still  being  reviewed  within 
[X^L).  txiD  and  Navy  officials  were  not  willing  to  provide  us  with  a  copy  of 
their  preliminary  study  or  any  of  the  documentation  used  to  prepare  the 
study  until  concurrences  within  ix)d  were  obtained.  Howevei’.  an  unoffi¬ 
cial  copy  of  the  Navy’s  June  5,  1991.  preliminarv  report  was  obtained 
by  our  office.  This  report  estimated  that  about  $41  million  could  be 
saved  if  338  Army,  Air  Force,  Marine  Corps,  and  i)L\  printing  and  dupli¬ 
cating  activities  were  placed  under  NCI’S. ' 


The  preliminary  information  that  we  have  obtained  confirms  the  need 
for  answers  to  your  questions  as  well  as  other  questions,  some  of  which 
may  be  addressed  once  the  study  on  the  consolidation  of  hod’s  printing 
and  duplicating  functions  is  completed.  For  exarnpli’,  our  discussions 
with  1K)D  officials  have  resulted  in  addit^ional  questions  concc’rning  ( 1 ) 
ihe  methodology  and  assumiitions  u.sed  to  determine  the  consolidation 
savings  estimate,  C^)  a  possiok’  failure  to  consider  (in  the  savings  esti¬ 
mate)  the  cost  of  equipment  (currently  estimated  at  $20  million), 
training,  and  logi.stics  requin’d  by  the  con.solidation,  and  (3)  connicting 
claims  by  the  Navy,  the  other  .services,  and  di.a  concerning  the  possible 


'  li>  IXID  I  here  wrri-  .SIJ  ,\nny.  .Air  Kmri'.  I  )l..\.  :im(I  Marine  Conis  I'ai  ililii's  alenti 

t'M’ti  for  inclusion  iii  this  stnictunv  IlDWDvrr.  only  havt*  ht‘cn  suniinanzcd.  ( )SI  >  loiwi  »hv  idt’  •*  u.v 
oi  hor  ai’l  ivil  ids  will  Iw  u  ut  ."ak  t\k\U  d  iVott*  i  now  siniotiiro  Ix't'oro  a  final  saving's  fi^uro  is 
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impact  of  the  consolidation  on  the  cost  and  efficiency  of  procuring  com¬ 
mercial  printing  services.  Other  important  questions  such  as  (1 )  how  the 
savings  will  be  realized,  (2)  what  plants  and  operations  will  be  elimi¬ 
nated  or  reduced,  and  (3)  what  equipment  will  be  bought,  will  not  be 
addressed  by  non  officials  until  well  after  the  consolidation  has  been 
implemented. 


Preliminary  Savings 
Estimate 


The  Navy’s  June  5,  1991,  preliminary  report  estimates  that  the  consoli¬ 
dation  under  M*l>s  will  save  approximately  $41  million  for  the  338  activ¬ 
ities  included  in  the  report.  This  is  a  net  annual  savings. 


Methodology 


M’cs  officials  informed  us  that  they  collected  fiscal  year  1990  cost  and 
production  data  for  the  Army,  Air  Force,  and  Marine  Corps  activi¬ 
ties  that  would  he  included  in  the  new  consolidated  structure.  These 
costs  were  compared  with  npps  costs  for  similar  work.  The  savings  esti¬ 
mate  was  determined  by  taking  the  difference  between  each  activity's 
total  costs  and  the  estimated  cost  for  comparable  productiem  from  .MM’S. 

The  preliminary  mm’s  data  show's  that  most  of  the  338  activities  had 
higher  costs  than  MM’S,  but  the  data  also  showed  that  a  number  of  activi¬ 
ties  had  lower  costs.  Specifically,  there  were  49  of  the  338  activities  that 
had  production  costs  of  approximately  $10  million  less  than  M’i’s  costs. 
Table  1  presents,  by  source,  the  number  of  affected  printing  and  dupli¬ 
cating  plants  and  facilities,  and  the  estimated  loss  or  savings  relative  to 
M’I’S  costs  levels  for  comparable  work. 


Table  1: 

Summary  of  Preliminary  Net  Savings  Relative  to  NPPS  Costs 

Source 

Plants 

Less  than  NPPS 

Plants 

More  than  NPPS 

Net  savings 

Army 

43 

($9,254,376) 

151 

$20,506,623 

$11,252,247 

Air  Force 

4 

(697  092) 

114 

27,055,102 

26,358,010 

DLA 

1 

(11  964) 

13 

1,504,112 

1.492,148 

Marines 

1 

(179415) 

1 1 

1,790,^61 

1.611,346 

Total 

49 

($10,142,847) 

289 

$50,856,598 

$40,713,751 

Although  the  preliminary  M’i’s  data  shows  that  most  activities  had 
higher  costs  than  M’i’s,  the  differences  in  cost  were  not  significant  in 
'."•■.'iy  siua!!  number  of  activities  (,24) 

accounted  for  53  percent  of  the  savings  (or  $21.6  million). 
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Assumptions 


The  savings  estimate  is  largely  dependent  nn  a  nnnib(‘r  of  assumptions. 
Although  specific  information  regarding  their  stvidy  rest. Its  vvas  not 
made  available,  discussions  with  M’i’s  officials  did  reveal  some  of  tlu* 
general  ground  n  ■  s  and  assumptions  used  in  th(>  study.  Tlu'  first 
assumption  is  tluit  MM’S  can  reduce  each  of  the  higher-cost  activities  to 
thp  M’I’S  cost.  -M't’s  officials  told  us  that  they  intended  to  reduce  the  ser¬ 
vices’  and  [)L\’s  costs  by  using  their  professional  printing  organization 
and  management  techniques.  However,  .some  activities,  including  some 
currently  under  M’i’s,  may  have  characteristics  that  result  in  higher 
costs.  For  example,  pod  studies-  indicate  that  activities  that  have  a 
higher  proportion  of  short  production  runs,  which  are  generally  more 
costly,  may  result  in  relatively  higher  overall  costs.  They  further  state 
that  long  production  runs,  wliich  are  normally  procured,  are  less  costly 
because  equipment  is  being  operated  at  peak  performance  and  fewc’r 
changes  or  steps  in  machine  set-ups  and  other  processes  are  required. 

Officials  from  the  services  and  dl,\  believe  that  their  activities  appear  to 
be  less  efficient  and  more  expensive  since  they  retain  short-run,  labor- 
intensive  jobs  in-house.  Noting  the  long  average-run  lengths  reported  for 
the  Navy  as  part  of  tiie  supporting  documentation  for  the  Deputy  Secre¬ 
tary’s  decision  to  consolidate  (approximately  700  copies  per  run  for  the 
Navy  and  under  100  for  the  Army  and  Air  Force),  the  military  services 
and  Di^\  believe  that  the  Navy  is  retaining  long-run,  more  economical 
jobs  in  house  to  keep  its  costs  down. 

As  part  of  their  current  study,  M’i’s  officials  stated  that  they  recalcu¬ 
lated  the  .services’  average-run  lengths  to  arrive  at  the  average  jobs 
included  in  their  preliminary  reports’  savings  determination.  Tlu'y  told 
us  that  the  average-run  lengths  they  computed  for  the  Army  and  Aii' 
Force  were  just  as  high  as  theirs.  However,  they  did  not  share  the  exact 
data  with  us  since  it  was  part  of  the  study,  Con.sequently.  without  such 
support,  we  were  not  able  to  verify  this  informatiem. 

Another  a.ssumption  is  tliat  the  co.st  .si.ructure  for  .M’i’s  costs  and  the  one 
used  in  the  validation  study  for  Army’s.  Air  Forc(’'s,  and  i)L.\’s  costs  are 
comparable.  According  to  Army,  Air  Force,  and  l)i..'\  officials,  they  par¬ 
ticipated  in  the  validation  of  the  cost  and  production  data  for  thi’ir 
acLivities  but  were  not  privy  to  the  deU’rmination  of  comparable  M’I’S 
costs  for  their  activities’  w'ork.  Some  officials  have  (’xpressed  concern 


-  "licvjcw  of  IX  )I»  I’rmtirij'  Kacilitim  in  the  Xfirl'olk,  \  iruinia  .Area,  "  .Ailf"  I  HS-l  and  k<'\  icu  of  |x  )|) 
I’riMlinu  Kill  ilitics  jn  tlw.San  KnuuisiiHSaiTamcnUi-Monlcri'y.  Califoniia  .Area.'  Mai 
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about  the  validity  of  the  M'i>s  cost  and  resultiiig  savings  estimate  since 
that  cost  determination  was  not  shared  with  them. 

We  compared  Ni’i'i,'  cost  data  from  its  Cost  and  Financial  Managenn'iit 
Summary  with  the  validation  study  co.st  structure.  We  found  data  ele¬ 
ments  that  wei'e  not  cf>mparable.  For  exajiiple,  military  pt'rsoniu'l  costs 
are  included  within  the  services'  cost  estimates,  but  are  not  reported  in 
the  NPl>s  financial  summary.  In  addition,  .MM’S  records  do  not  contain  per¬ 
sonnel  support  costs  (overhead  costs  for  personnel,  payroll,  and  data 
processing,  for  example!  or  depreciation  costs  (cost  items  that  w(’re  col¬ 
lected  for  the  services  and  di.a).  ni’!>s  officials  acknowledged  that  fiscal 
year  1991  Standard  Prices  excluded  depreciation  and  personnel  support 
costs;  however,  they  told  us  that  the  fiscal  year  1992  prices  would 
include  depreciation  and  that  funds  would  be  provided  in  the  fiscal  year 
1992  budget  for  jx'rsonnel  support  costs.  If  military,  depreciation,  and 
personnel  suiiport  costs  were  also  deleted  from  the  acquired  activities' 
validated  costs,  it  could  bring  the  latter  amounts  closer  to  M’i’s  costs  and 
thus  eliminate  some  of  their  potential  savings.  However,  until  sup¬ 
porting  documents  are  obtained  from  pop,  the  impact  of  those’  costs  on 
the  savings  estimate  are  unknown. 

Another  a.s.sumption  is  that  the  defen.se  force  structure  will  remain  the 
same.  According  to  M’i’s  officials,  force  structure  rechictions  were  not 
considered  in  the  study.  Specifically,  the  M’i’s  savings  estimate  does  not 
reflect  the  impacts  from  the  planned  pop  25-percent  reduction  in 
defense  spending  nor  the  impacts  of  the  Defens<’  Rase  Closure  and 
Realignment  Act  of  1990  (P.L.  101-510).  M’i’s  officials  told  vis  that  they 
did  not  know  the  impact  of  these  items.  They  stated  that  plants  would 
naturally  close  if  bases  were  shut  down;  however,  they  did  not  know  if  a 
25-percent  reduction  would  necessarily  mean  an  equivalent  reduction  in 
firinting.  With  regard  to  base  closures,  we  have  identified  17  of  the  338 
printing  plants  that  may  be  affected,  per  the  July  1 ,  1991 ,  clo.sure  list. 
These  plants  represent  $1.7  million  of  M’i’s  ivreliminary  savings 
estimate. 


Implementation  and 
Costs  Issues 


According  to  ikip  officials,  decisions  regarding  how  the  consolidation 
will  be  implemented  have  not  bv'en  made  and  will  not  Ix’  made  until  after 
October  1 ,  1991 ,  when  M’i’s  becomv's  the  central  imip  manager  of  printing 
and  duplicating  services.  Specifically,  no  decisions  have  been  made 
regarding  which  plants  to  cut  back  or  (’liminate,  or  what  equipment  to 
purchase  to  implement  the  consolidation.  It  is  expected,  however,  that 
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some  plants  and  operations  will  be  reduced  or  eliminated  and  old  equip¬ 
ment  from  the  acquired  activities  will  be  replaced.  A  $2()-million 
increase  to  the  mm>s  Capital  Purchases  Program  is  anticipated  in  1992 
for  such  equipment  purchases.  However,  .Net’s  officials  told  us  that  they 
had  not  identified  what  equipment  would  be  bought  or  what  plants  or 
operations  would  be  reduced  or  eliminated.  Such  issues,  according  to 
these  officials,  will  be  the  subject  of  a  follow-on  study.  They  also  iio*^ed 
that  the  non  Comptroller  has  given  them  a  year  and  a  half  to  begin  real¬ 
izing  savings. 

Without  decisions  on  how'  to  implement  the  actual  consolidation  of 
people  and  facilities,  it  is  clear  that  the  information  we  have  on  the  npi’s 
projected  savings  study  does  not  reflect  the  full  costs  of  achieving  the 
savings.  Such  costs  could  include  disposing  of  obsolete  or  inefficient 
equipment,  resolution  and  development  of  personnel  issues  (more 
training  and  transfer  of  staff,  for  example),  and  additional  costs  associ¬ 
ated  with  closing  down  or  merging  facilities. 

Further,  we  were  told  that  npps,  when  determining  the  prices  to  charge 
customers  to  break  even  in  fiscal  year  1992,  did  not  factor  in  the  higher 
production  costs  of  the  facilities  that  would  be  consolidated  under  npps. 
One  npps  official  told  us  that  npps  may  initially  incur  some  losses  associ¬ 
ated  with  supporting  these  additional  facilities.  Another  npps  official 
told  us  that  funds,  apart  from  the  $20  million  for  equipment,  were 
included  in  the  fiscal  year  1992  budget  to  cover  the  costs  of  personnel 
support,  utility  costs,  and  other  support  costs  associated  with  taking 
over  these  activities.  This  official,  however,  would  not  specify  the 
amount. 


[mpact  on  Commercial 
Printing 


The  Joint  Committee  on  Printing  has  directed  that  the  commercial  pro¬ 
curement  of  printing  be  maximized.  Section  501  of  Title  44  of  the  U  S. 
Code  states  that  all  government  printing,  binding,  and  blank-book  work 
(except  for  that  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States)  .shall  be  done 
at  GTO.  ?)xccptions  include  classes  of  work  that  the  .loint  Committee  on 
Printing  considers  urgent  or  necessary  to  have  done  elsewhere.  Para¬ 
graph  4-2  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing’s  Government  Printing  and 
Binding  Regulations  states  that  all  authorized  printing  plants  shall  be 
equipped  to  produce  only  that  work  not  deemed  commercially 
procurable.  It  further  states  that  all  work  that  can  be  procured  within 
the  necessary  time  constraints,  with  some  specified  exceptions,  will  be 
forwarded  to  (tH)  or  its  Regional  Printing  Procurement  Office  for  com¬ 
mercial  procurement  under  contracts  established  for  that  purpo.se. 
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Don  and  gk)  officials  told  us  that  they  believed  the  pnjposed  consolida¬ 
tion  may  have  an  impact  on  the  amount  of  printing  procured  through 
GTO.  Currently,  the  Army,  Air  Force,  and  t>LA  can  prf)ciu'e  directly  from 
Gi>o.  However,  after  the  consolidation,  some  officials  stated  that  M’l’s 
would  make  decisions  whether  to  print  work  in-house  or  contract 
through  GPO.  Some  officials  stated  that  they  believed  more  work  would 
be  done  in-house  to  keep  the  npi>s  crews  busy  and  prf)duction  costs 
down. 

Although  NPPs  officials  told  us  that  they  procured  approximately  70 
percent  of  their  work  commercially  through  gpo,  we  found  that  reten¬ 
tion  of  commercially  procurable  work  was  a  concern  with  current  npps 
customers  at  one  kpi>s  activity.  A  June  1991  meeting  between  the 
Director  of  the  Defense  Printing  Service  (dps) — a  npi’s  activity — and 
some  of  its  customers  was  held  to  discuss,  among  other  things,  jobs  origi¬ 
nally  sent  to  DPS  for  procurement  but  subsequently  kept  in-house  at 
additional  costs.  Some  of  the  customers  that  attended  the  meeting  told 
us  of  instances  in  which  dps  was  allowed  from  four  to  six  weeks  to  pro¬ 
cure  printing  through  gpo;  however,  the  work  was  kept  in-house  at  addi¬ 
tional  cost.  These  customers  told  us  that  this  work  was  retained  to  keep 
DPS  cre  ws  busy. 

According  to  NAVPUB  Instruction  5604. 23C  of  1983,  NPI’S  activities  are 
authorized  to  retain  jobs  in-house  if,  among  other  things,  the  material  is 
required  within  a  five  day  turn-around  time.  It  further  states  that  each 
order  must  be  considered  on  its  own  merit  rather  than  expressing  a  hard 
and  fast  rule  based  on  the  number  of  days.  di>s  officials  told  us,  how¬ 
ever,  that,  among  other  criteria,  jobs  are  retained  in-house  when  the 
turn-around  is  within  four  weeks. 

GPO  officials  told  us  that  if  their  printing  demand  from  the  services  were 
significantly  reduced  (by  25  percent,  for  example),  it  might  increase 
GPo’s  cost.  One  official  stated  that  if  gh)  knew  the  Impact  of  the  consoli¬ 
dation  on  printing  demand,  it  could  plan  for  reductions  by  downsizing 
its  activities.  If  it  could  not  downsize  quickly  enough,  {iricos  would  ha\  e 
to  be  increased.  He  added  that,  under  the  latter  circumstance,  the  other 
executive  agencies,  and  po.ssibly  Congre.ss,  may  have  to  bear  the  price 
increases  that  would  be  necessary. 

Additionally,  ik)D  officials  told  us  that  commercially  procurable  work 
piay  be  more  expensive  under  the  consolidation  since,  as  part  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  management  role  of  NPI’S,  the  rest  of  ikid  would  be  requiri'd  to 
send  their  commercial  printing  requirements  through  NPI’S  to  ghi  rather 
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than  directly  to  ('.i>o.  mm’s  officials  informed  us  that  under  th('  proposed 
consolidation  plan,  a  5.5-percent  surcharge  would  be  U'vied  on  such 
work.  This  surcharge,  according  to  (.'fficials,  will  cover  the  salaries  of 
the  procurement  personnel  and  overhead  for  the  facilities.  Air  Force  and 
Dl,.\  officials  feel  this  amount  far  exceeds  the  costs  for  such  ('m[)loyees. 
For  instance,  the  Bolling  Air  fVrce  Base  procures  about  $20.5  million  in 
commercial  printing  per  year.  Under  the  proposed  M’I’s  conditions.  Air 
Force  officials  said  that  the  additional  5.5  percent  from  tlu'  Navy  would 
add  an  additional  $1.1  million. 


onclusions 


The  questions  of  the  .loint  Committee  on  Printing  concerning  the  validity 
of  the  consolidation’s  savings  estimate,  how  and  where  such  savings  will 
be  realized,  and  the  possibility  that  coniparable  savings  could  be 
achieved  in  other  ways,  still  need  to  be  answered.  In  addition,  issues 
such  as  M’I’S’  ability  to  reduce  the  co.st  of  printing  at  other  facilities,  tlu’ 
comparability  of  the  cost  .structures  of  M’l’tt  and  the  validation  study, 
and  the  impact  of  the  planned  budget  reductions  and  base  closures  on 
the  savings  estimate  also  need  to  be  aildrc’ssc’d. 

With  minimal  information  on  how  the  consolidation  is  to  b(’  imjile- 
mi'nted  and  without  information  on  future  facilities  and  equipment,  any 
questions  on  the  details  of  implementation  I’osts  an'  premature.  Addi¬ 
tionally,  the  cost-('ffectiv('ness  and  ('fficiency  of  in-house  i>rinting  as 
compared  with  that  of  commercially  I’rocured  jirinting  will  be  an  issue 
that  will  have  to  be  considered  if  im)p  decides  to  incliuh'  commercial 
printing  under  tlu'  consolidation.  The  conflicting  claims  of  M’I’s.  the  ser¬ 
vices.  and  i)i..\  regarding  the  impact  of  the  M’es  management  of  consoli- 
dati'd  POD  printing  on  the  costs  and  bc’nefits  of  commercial  printing  need 
to  be  supported  with  appropriati'  analysi's  by  all  partit's.  and  th('  sound¬ 
ness  of  those  analy.s(‘s  will  need  to  he  reviewc'd. 


latters  for 
■ongressional 
onsid  oration 


While  iK)i)  believes  the  consolidation  of  printing  and  dujdicating  func¬ 
tions  may  result  in  some  savings,  they  have  not  dc'monstratt'd.  at  this 
point,  that  such  savings  will  be  realized.  Then'fore.  Uongn'ss  should 
consider  not  providing  the  $20  million  in  invi’stnu'nt  funds  until  answers 
are  provided  to  the  above  (juestions — ('specially  those  rc'garding  how 
ihe  savings  will  bc'  achi('V('d.  which  plants  will  1h'  iM'duci'd  or  ('liminati'd. 
and  what  ('quipna'ut  will  he  purcha.sc'd  iiiuk'r  the  proposc'd 
consolidation. 
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Scope  and 
Methodology 


\\\'  intervio\vo(i  officials  from  (ii’o,  osd.  ola,  the  Army.  Na\  > .  .\ir  Fon  t', 
and  Marine  (^(n'p.s  ref^ardin.u  lh<'  i)ropos('(i  consolidation.  Wc  \  isitcd  the 
I)efens('  Printing  Service  Office  ;ind  the  Air  Forci'  Printing  I’lant  in  the 
Pentagon,  and  the  Navy  i’uhlishing  and  I’l'int  ing  Ser\  icc  Praiich  Office 
in  White  Oak.  Mtiryland.  Wi'  also  reviinved  Tit le  4  1  of  the  I  nited  Stati's 
('ode.  the  (loxernment  Printing  and  Binding  Pf'gulations.  .ser\  ii  e 
printing  guidance,  tlu'  Nt’i>s  .hin<‘  5,  PMt] ,  Pn-liminary  Report  on  the  Con¬ 
solidation  of  iH)i»  Printing,  and  otlier  relati'd  UAo.  luif.  and  service 
reports. 

(4ur  revii'vv  was  limited  becau.se  itou  has  not  completi'd  its  current  con¬ 
solidation  study  and  would  not  providi-  us  with  its  preliminary  siud> 
n'portsand  supporting  documentation  until  final  decisions  were 
obtained.  Moreover,  decisions  regarding  how  savings  wen'  expected  to 
be  achii'ved.  which  plants  and  opi'rations  may  be  n-duced  or  <‘liminated. 
and  what  electronic  and  tniditiontil  printing  ('(juipment  ikid  may  aci|uire 
to  implement  the  consolidation  were  not  mtii'i'.  According  to  M’i’s  offi¬ 
cials.  these  issties  art'  to  lu'  includi'd  in  a  follow-on  study  that  will  be 
[lerformt'd  after  M’fs  assumes  mamigemi'nt  responsibility  fo''  the 
con.solidation. 

We  performed  our  review  bet w('en  May  IPPl  tind.luly  l!t!>l  in  accor¬ 
dance  v.ith  geiK'rally  accefited  governmi'iit  auditing  standards. 

As  requested,  we  did  not  obtain  written  tigi'iicy  comments  on  this  reiiorl. 
We  did  mei't  with  tMip  officials  to  discuss  the  conti'Uts  of  this  rejKirt ; 
however,  thi'y  declini'd  a  discuss  specific  issui's  until  tlu'ir  study, 
scheduh'd  to  Ih'  comph'ted  by  the  end  of  August  IPP  i .  was  finalized 


Cnless  you  pttblicly  announce  its  contents  (‘arlier,  we  plan  no  further 
distribution  of  this  report  until  4(1  days  from  tin-  dati'  of  this  letter  .\t 
that  time,  we  will  send  co()ies  of  this  report  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  to  ot  her  interested  partii's  upon  ri'qut'sl. 
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Please  eontaet  me  at  (202)  27r>-4r>H7  if  you  or  your  staff  havt'  any  ques¬ 
tions  eoncerniu)'  tliis  leport.  Other  major  contributors  to  this  rej)ort  ar<‘ 
list('d  in  appendix  I. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Paul  F.  Math 

Dirt'ctor,  Research,  I)e\ (dopment.  Acquisition, 
and  Procurenti'iU  Issues 
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Appendix  I _ _ 

Major  Contributors  to  This  Report 


National  Security  and 
International  Affairs 
Division,  Washington, 
D.  C. 


Mic  hael  E.  Motlc'v,  Assoc  iate  Director 
.lames  F.  Wiggins,  Assistant  Director 
Marion  A.  Gatling,  Evaluator-in-Charge 
Steve  Martiitc'z,  Staff  Evaluator 
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